


“cannot be determined” or upon LIBOR being “unavailable”, without a corresponding trigger
based on LIBOR being declared “not representative”.

A commonly occurring example of the uncertainty caused by the publication of synthetic LIBOR
arises from contracts governing numerous commercial real estate transactions that define LIBOR
as the rate “for deposits in U.S. dollars, for a one-month period, that appears on “Thomson Reuters
ICE LIBOR# Rates — LIBORO1” (or the successor thereto) as of 11:00 a.m., London time”.

With the potential that a rate (i.e., synthetic LIBOR) will continue to appear on that particular page
for some period of time after June 30, 2023, transaction parties are left in the untenable position
of deciding whether to utilize a rate that appears on that particular page (even though the FCA has
said that the rate is not representative of the underlying market and economic reality LIBOR had
been intended to measure)? or to ignore what could be viewed as the plain reading of the contract
and instead trigger the existing fallback provisions.

These fallback provisions generally provide (1) that the transactions convert to a rate based on the
prime rate or another specifically identified rate, or (2) that a determining person select a
replacement rate satisfying certain specified characteristics. If synthetic LIBOR is not published
or is otherwise disregarded, these contracts would transition to replacement rates based on their
terms on the reset date following the LIBOR replacement date — the same time that other LIBOR-
based contracts with robust fallback language (e.g., the ARRC-recommended fallback language)
would transition.

The Proposal makes it clear that one of the purposes of the Act was “to allow existing contracts
that reference LIBOR but provide for the use of a clearly defined and practicable replacement rate,
to operate according to their terms.”® For contracts that convert to a clearly defined and practicable
replacement rate (e.g., transactions that convert to a rate based on the prime rate or another
specifically identified rate as referenced in clause (1) in the preceding paragraph) that are not
covered by the Act, CREFC members believe the Board should not provide guidance on any
potential impact synthetic LIBOR may have on these types of contracts.

However, CREFC members believe it is critical for the smooth transition of their legacy LIBOR
contracts that the Board provides, for the avoidance of doubt, specific confirmation on the
treatment of synthetic LIBOR on contracts covered by the Act. As such, CREFC members suggest
that specific confirmation be provided by the Board that clarifies that:

. For contracts that include fallback provisions that permit a party to select a replacement
rate when LIBOR is unavailable (or similar language), that party would be considered a
“determining person” for purposes of Section 104(c) of the Act and such “determining
person” would be entitled to exercise that right on or before the LIBOR replacement date
even in the event a nonrepresentative rate called “LIBOR” in the form of synthetic LIBOR
continues to be published on and after the LIBOR replacement date; and
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. Assuming compliance with the required terms of the Act, selection by the determining
person of the Board-selected replacement rate would result in the safe harbor provisions of
the Act applying to that selection, notwithstanding such selection would occur while
LIBOR appeared on the particular page specified in the definition of LIBOR.

CREFC believes that an interpretation of the provisions of the Act on contracts covered by the Act
if a synthetic LIBOR does exist that is contrary to the above is, at best, implausible. As such, the
above confirmation would serve the purposes of the Act by clearly and unambiguously stating that
a party whose “authority, right or obligation” to select a replacement for LIBOR that may not be
actionable under the contract until LIBOR is “unavailable” (or similar language) may select the
Board-selected replacement rate rather than face any residual uncertainty resulting from a
nonrepresentative rate called “LIBOR” in the form of synthetic LIBOR being available after the
LIBOR replacement date.

Derivative Transactions Linked to Cash Transactions

In the Proposal, the Board established the Board-selected benchmark replacements for various
types of individual covered contracts. The Board-selected benchmark replacement for derivative
transactions under the Proposal is a rate equal to (i) SOFR, compounded in arrears for the
appropriate tenor, plus (ii) a stated spread adjustment based on the appropriate tenor (the “Fallback
Rate (SOFR)”)*. With respect to cash transactions that are not consumer loans or covered GSE
contracts, which would include CMBS, the Board-selected benchmark replacement is Term SOFR
plus the statutory spread adjustment.’

Certain CMBS products integrate derivative transactions as part of the structure of fixed-rate cash
transactions in order to offer one or more classes of LIBOR-based securities. The payments on
these securities are based on receipt of amounts payable under the corresponding derivative (such
LIBOR-based security, a “Swap-Linked Security”). As an example, a Swap-Linked Security may
be created when the trustee of a fixed-rated conduit securitization trust enters into a swap where
the swap counterparty agrees to pay LIBOR based on a notional balance that varies during the life
of the transaction based on the principal balance of the related class of securities, in exchange for
the payment by the trustee of certain fixed-rate payments.

The derivative transaction is an integral part of the structure and terms of the Swap-Linked
Security. In circumstances where the derivative transaction and the Swap-Linked Security are
both covered contracts under the Act, CREFC’s members are concerned that implementing the
Proposed Regulation as currently drafted could result in a derivative transaction converting to
Fallback Rate (SOFR) on the LIBOR replacement date and the Swap-Linked Security converting
to Term SOFR plus the statutory spread adjustment, thereby circumventing the expectations of the
transaction parties and causing unexpected payment mismatches between the securitization trust
and the swap. These payment mismatches would have unexpected consequences not only in terms
of the payments to the holders of the Swap-Linked Security, but also to other classes of unrelated
securities issued as part of the related securitization.
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